Dear Sir, I was very pleased to have the opportunity to read the articles on environmental carcinogenesis (February Proceedings, p 111) . The history of the relationship between various oils and scrotal cancer holds many lessons for us. It emphasizes particularly the environmental problem of establishing a causal relationship when the timelag between exposure and effect is of the order of years. It also exposes the weaknesses of finding the appropriate animal experimental model in that the rabbit is more susceptible than the standard laboratory mouse to the as yet unknown carcinogens in oils. Finally, it emphasizes the importance of collaboration between clinically trained observers and basic research workers in different disciplines.
In the past a correlation has been suspected by a clinician and final confirmation has been obtained by reproduction of the cancer in animals and by prospective and retrospective surveys of exposed populations. It may be that in the future the more organized collection of data concerning morbidity and death rates will become the starting point for research. I suspect, however, that the former sequence will remain of prime importance for some time to come. It so happened that in our researches we were interested in examining the hands and forearms of shop floor workers from the point of view of dermatitis when we observed a high incidence of shark skin and hyperkeratoses, described by Prosser White (1934, The Dermatergoses) as being present in a great proportion of mulespinners who subsequently developed cancers. Somewhat similarly, the observations of Holmes J G, Kipling M D & Waterhouse J A H (1970, Lancet ii, 214,) of lung lesions associated with exposure to oil mists resolved a theoretical problem which had been nagging us ever since 1950.
There are two further comments which I should like to make. First, although government bodies, the oil industry, engineering industries and health organizations were alerted in 1950 to the possible risk, it was not until judgement was given against a large engineering firm, which maintained mostly high standards of factory hygiene, (Stokes v. GKN Bolts & Nuts Ltd, 1968) , that determined steps were taken on the shop floors of machine shops to minimize the risks. Secondly, the distribution of scrotal cancer is so uneven in various parts of the country that either a full state of awareness does not yet exist or there are still unknown factors involved in the production of this lethal condition.
Finally, both of these papers pose the problem as to what might be described as an acceptable risk. It is difficult, if not horrifying, to imagine an environment from which all hazards have been removed. It is the duty of scientists to provide the data, based essentially upon the study of man, upon which rational political decisions may be reached and hysterical claims avoided. Yours constructors assume that men and women are of equal intelligence that is no reason why their tests should not prove otherwise. Indeed, since men preponderate as university students, artists, composers, scientists, in business and politics &c., there are certain common-sense grounds for a suspicion that men may be more intelligent. There is a sex-determining gene (Tfe.) on the Y chromosome which produces a receptor protein for testosterone which in turn activates 2000 other genes on the autosomes. The situation is that there are about 30 000 genes in man of which 2000 are switched off in women. It is possible that some of these affect the central nervous system with some influence on the intelligence. Yours faithfully BRENNIO JAMES
